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fectly successful. " Euthydemus is quite unmoved," writes the author, 
" and calmly proceeds to enmesh Ctesippus himself in subtleties, till the 
young man is provoked to retort by actual rudeness, much in the language 
of the stupid child to the infant prodigy, ' I can't play the piano, and I can't 
speak French, but I can punch your head ! ' " When the object is to initi- 
ate the reader into Plato's delicate but irresistible humor, it is well to let 
the philosopher speak as far as possible for himself. 

With regard to the Sophists, Mr. Godley does well to emphasize a point 
which is still not universally recognized. He draws a distinction between 
the better Sophists, such as Gorgias and Protagoras, and the worse teachers, 
such as Euthydemus and Thrasymachus, and is right in insisting that Plato, 
while criticising the latter unsparingly, recognizes the relative merit of 
the others. Mr. Godley, by showing this distinction between the earlier 
Sophists and their short-sighted successors to be found in Plato himself, 
removes the ground of the ' German criticism ' directed indiscriminately 
against the whole class, and implied in the naive remark that " Prodicus is 
the most innocent of the Sophists." 

But these points of value in Mr. Godley's work do not obscure some 
decided blemishes. No treatment of the character of Protagoras can be 
complete, if the dialogues Meno and Theaetetus are ignored. It is true that 
Plato has no intention of besmirching the conduct of the great Sophist ; quite 
the contrary. Yet, when Mr. Godley asserts that Plato did not seriously wish 
to dethrone Protagoras, he misses the aim of Plato's mature criticism of the 
saying of Protagoras, that man is a measure of all things. This defect is 
due to a false abstraction of the man Protagoras from his teaching. 

So, also, when there arises the interesting question of the value of the 
attack made by Aristophanes upon Socrates and his ' Thinking-Shop,' Mr. 
Godley, again separating the men from their teaching, leaves us transfixed 
upon the horns of a dilemma : " The great comedian must have recognized 
the cruel injustice of associating Socrates with the influence of the Unjust 
Reason." " Nor can it be denied that Aristophanes' position had a certain 
basis of reasonableness." Any attempt to get behind this contradiction 
would lead off into the forbidden path of speculation. The result is that the 
author makes no effort to settle our minds with regard to the real problems 
of the age. Such an effort would not have involved long criticisms of Greek 
ideas from some so-called modern standpoint. But it is surely vain to seek 
to make Socrates alive again, if we consistently refuse to probe his mind in 
order to see what he really was, and why these Greek ideas were by him 
thought to be his daily bread. S. W. Dyde. 

Chief Ancient Philosophies. Platonism. By Thomas B. Strong, 
M. A. London, Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge ; New York, 
E. & J. B. Young & Co., 1896. — pp. 288. 
This little work covers the ground well, finding room for Plato's doctrines 

of Being, of Nature and Man, of Ethics and Politics, as well as of Educa- 
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tion and Art. On each of these points Mr. Strong speaks from a fresh and 
direct acquaintance with Plato ; and it was scarcely necessary for him to 
say that he had read Plato through. 

The merit of Mr. Strong's conclusions will in many cases be estimated 
differently, according to the view taken of the values of the different dialogues. 
It is not hard to discern, for example, that Mr. Strong finds Plato's discus- 
sion of the doctrine of being, as sketched in Parmenides and Sophist, not 
very interesting. Indeed, he attributes the same judgment to Plato himself 
at least by implication, when he says that " Plato's pursuit of philosophical 
truth was essentially practical. He cares about it because it bears on life" 
(p. 64). This remark the author interprets later on when he says (p. 146), 
" When we arrive at the consideration of Plato's ethical doctrine we come 
to the very centre and heart of his philosophy." Accordingly, more than 
half of Mr. Strong's book is taken up with his presentation and estimate of 
Plato's ethical and political views. 

But the value of Plato's philosophy can, perhaps, not be clearly exhibited 
without a definite opinion regarding the order in which the dialogues were 
written. Mr. Strong is aware of the difficulty of this question, and leaves 
it, as he says, open (p. 212). But it is not possible for him to preserve an 
altogether independent attitude, and he finds it convenient, as we infer, to 
consider the Republic as the most mature of the dialogues (pp. 95, 106, 
etc.). It was fairly to be expected that Mr. Strong would have given 
reasons for this preference — if that is to be the word — for the Republic, 
when a by no means insignificant wing of students of Plato has advanced 
well-considered arguments in favor of the maturer thought of the Par- 
menides, Sophist, Timaeus, Statesman, and Philebus. 

Mr. Strong repeats with too little reserve what was once the standing 
criticism urged against the Sophists, to whose work he freely attaches the 
words ' immoral,' ' baleful,' etc. But in Plato himself, if he is to be a guide, 
are to be found many indications that this view of the Sophists is not accu- 
rate. Moreover, Plato himself has cautioned us that this use of the terms 
' immoral ' and ' baleful ' is only a covert appeal to popular conceptions of 
morality. But the most serious weakness of this random criticism of the 
Sophists, at least as regards the history of philosophy, is that it overlooks the 
real cause of their inferiority to Plato, namely,, their express declaration that 
philosophy is not an interpretation of the whole of reality, but of a part only. 

Plato saw that the principle to pirpiov, determinative in other regions of 
reality, was fundamental in political life also, as Mr. Strong has well shown 
(p. 228). No more significant Greek word could be found to denote not 
only that the various social and political institutions, but also nature and 
the mind of man, were penetrated by divine reason. The proof of that is 
the burden of all Plato's later dialogues, in a sense in which it cannot be 
said to be the burden of the Republic. And when this is seen, Plato's doc- 
trine of being becomes not only an essential, but also an interesting side of 
his philosophy. S. W. Dyde. 



